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	 	 		 5	On	February	26th,	1948,	Pastor	H.	Dietrich	Pompe	wrote	a	letter	to	the	Right	Reverend	Archbishop	of	York,	discussing	“the	greatest	difficulty”	he	has	ever	faced.	He	begged	the	Archbishop	to	aid	him	in	his	mission:	helping	Johann	Orend,	a	German	held	at	a	prisoner	of	war	(POW)	camp	in	Britain,	receive	artificial	fingers.	A	German	national	living	in	Romania,	Orend	had	been	forced	to	join	the	SS	during	World	War	II,	and	on	December	12,	1947,	had	lost	three	fingers	of	his	left	hand.	Not	only	had	he	not	heard	from	his	family	in	a	long	time,	but	Orend	was	also	scheduled	for	German	repatriation	in	the	coming	months	to	go	to	live	with	his	brother.	Earlier	that	year,	the	Archbishop	had	helped	another	German	POW,	to	receive	artificial	limbs	before	returning	to	Germany	to	live	in	housing	the	Archbishop	had	arranged,	and	Pompe	hoped	for	a	similar	favor	for	Orend.	As	the	pastor	Pompe	explained,	he	worried	about	the	“thousands	of	amputated	men	waiting	in	vain	for	artificial	limbs.”	Moreover,	he	told	the	Archbishop	that	“existing	regulations	do	not	oblige	British	authorities	to	provide	German	POWs	with	artificial	limbs.”1	When	it	came	to	helping	POWs,	the	church	authorities	would	be	on	their	own.		Pastor	Pompe’s	search	for	an	artificial	limb	for	a	POW	reflected	a	larger	pattern	of	interaction	between	German	POWs	and	German	pastors	that	scholars	have	largely	ignored.	For	more	than	350,000	German	POWs	interned	in	Britain	between	1945	and	1950,	German	pastors	played	a	critical	–	though	often	unseen	–	role.	Never	taking	center	stage,	the	work	of	German	pastors	in	aiding	the	British	internment	of	POWs	has	been	largely	snubbed	until	now.	Bilingual,	multicultural,	brilliant,	religious,	distraught	and	hopeful,	these	German	pastors	were	thrust	into	a	role	that	at	first	glance	seems	like	it	only	opened	them	up	to	greater	suspicion	from	the	British	government.	Motivated	by	a	critical	shortage	in																																																									1	“Pompe,	Pastor	H.	Dietrich	(British	Council	of	Churches):	Correspondence	concerning	work	with	the	prisoners	of	war,”	London	Metropolitan	Archive	(LMA)/4288/D/04/032:	22.		
	 	 		 6	manpower,	the	British	government	created	a	system	of	internment	for	German	POWs	that	would	last	well	beyond	the	Second	World	War.	Furthermore,	from	1945	to	1947,	the	British	government	debated	the	question	of	whether	the	continued	employment	of	German	POWs	was	in	violation	of	the	Geneva	Convention,	struggling	with	the	issues	of	violating	international	law,	and	with	the	very	real	concern	of	how	to	meet	these	labor	demands.2	Eventually,	the	British	government	would	turn	to	German	pastors	as	the	medium	through	which	to	reeducate,	rehabilitate,	and	repatriate	the	German	POWs.		In	October	and	November	of	1939,	various	branches	of	the	British	government	began	to	debate	whether	POWs	could	be	used	as	labor,	based	on	the	precedent	of	POW	employment	during	World	War	I.3	Their	initial	discussions,	however,	did	not	take	into	account	the	Geneva	Convention.4	As	the	number	of	POWs	grew	and	the	British	labor	force	shrank	after	the	war	began	in	1939,	the	Ministry	of	Agriculture	and	Forestry	began	to	push	for	greater	control	of	POW	employment.	The	Army	Council	initially	refused,	citing	the	low	numbers	of	prisoners	and	a	fear	of	a	potential	“fifth	column”	on	the	home	front,	but	the	Ministry	of	Agriculture	and	Forestry	estimated	that	the	unskilled	labor	pool	in	Britain	would	reach	such	a	low	level	that	only	German	POW	labor	could	make	up	the	losses.	However,	the	Ministry	of	Agriculture	and	Forestry	would	have	to	wait	for	the	situation	to	become	truly	dire	before	they	were	granted	greater	access	to	the	German	POWs.			 This	internal	debate	ran	parallel	to	conversations	occurring	between	Prime	Minister	Winston	Churchill,	and	the	Home	Defense	Security	Executive	(HDSE),	chaired	by	Viscount	
																																																								2	The	British	National	Archives	(NA),	War	Cabinet	Records,	CAB/128/2,	Image	Reference	0017:	8.		3	NA,	“Report:	Employment	of	Prisoners	of	War	and	Enemy	Aliens,”	MAF47/54,	4	November	1939.	4	Bob	Moore,	“Turning	Liabilities	into	Assets:	British	Government	Policy	towards	German	and	Italian	Prisoners	of	War	during	the	Second	World	War,”	Journal	of	Contemporary	History,	Volume	32,	Issue	1,	1997:	119.	
	 	 		 7	Swinton,	in	May	1940;	they	initially	discussed	removing	dangerous	aliens	and	civilian	internees	to	the	Dominions.5	Swinton	and	the	HDSE	hoped	that	German	POWs	could	be,	in	turn,	relocated	to	the	Dominions	or	Canada	in	order	to	prevent	them	from	becoming	a	factor	on	the	European	front,	and	Swinton	actively	lobbied	the	British	government	to	pursue	this	policy.	However,	under	the	Geneva	Convention,	POWs	could	not	be	moved	from	a	theater	of	war	from	which	they	were	captured.6	Swinton	was	not	particularly	concerned,	and	only	worried	once	he	learned	that	Newfoundland	would	not	be	ready	to	hold	these	POWs	captured	as	part	of	the	North	Africa	campaign	in	1943.	Relocation	attempts	abroad	faltered,	seemingly	in	tandem	with	a	significantly	depleted	labor	force	at	home.		As	the	war	progressed,	the	conscription	of	almost	three	and	half	million	men	depleted	the	labor	resources	of	the	British	Isles.	While	women	entered	the	workforce	at	record	levels,	the	British	government	still	experienced	shortages,	particularly	in	food	production,	with	rationing	in	effect	throughout	most	of	the	war	and	afterward	from	1945	to	1951.7	The	government	seriously	reconsidered	using	POWs	as	the	foundation	for	a	new	war	labor	system,	as	they	recognized	that	British	labor	could	be	directed	towards	munitions,	while	foreign	workers	could	be	used	in	less	“high	risk”	industries	such	as	agricultural	and	infrastructure	work.	While	writing	about	the	employment	of	POWs,	one	British	official	stated,	“it	is	difficult	to	establish	a	nice	correspondence	between	the	
																																																								5	Ibid:	120.	These	first	groups	of	“dangerous	internees”	were	actually	be	sent	to	Canada	in	the	coming	months.	Philip	Cunliffe-Lister,	the	First	Earl	of	Swinton	would	serve	as	the	Secretary	of	State	for	Air,	and	was	a	confidant	of	Churchill.	Further	research	into	these	exchanges	could	be	done	in	Philip	Cunlifee-Lister’s	records	in	the	Churchill	College	Archives.			6	Ibid:	121.	“Theater	of	War,”	refers	to	either	the	“European	theater”	or	the	“Pacific	theater,”	thus	moving	the	POWs	to	Britain	was	not	a	violation	of	the	Geneva	Convention.		7	Peter	Clarke,	Hope	and	Glory:	Britain	1900-2000,	London:	Penguin	Books,	2004:	209.	David	Kynaston,	Austerity	Britain,	London:	Bloomsbury	Publishing,	2007:	19.		
	 	 		 8	conditions	of	labor	in	countries	where	civil	workers	are	treated	like	slaves,	and	countries	where	labor	is	regulated	in	terms	of	an	industrial	democracy.”8	However,	the	challenges	of	integrating	Axis	troops	with	Allied	economic	systems	would	have	to	be	solved	much	faster	than	expected.	As	a	result	of	surprising	military	successes	in	North	Africa,	the	British	faced	an	abundance	of	Italian	POWs	in	1943.	The	British	captured	over	59,000	Italian	soldiers,	and	faced	the	impossible	task	of	trying	to	guard	and	evacuate	the	soldiers	from	Africa	and	into	Europe.	Sensing	an	opportunity,	the	Ministry	of	Agriculture	and	Fisheries	began	to	put	in	requests	for	POWs	to	fill	shortages	in	the	domestic	market	as	long	as	they	did	not	include	any	“violent	or	fascist	types.”9	As	the	Army	Council	officially	processed	and	accepted	requests,	it	became	apparent	that	the	domestic	British	labor	force	was	in	much	shorter	supply	than	initially	estimated,	resulting	in	a	demand	for	approximately	15,000	Italian	laborers.	After	the	Italian	government	changed	alliances	to	support	Britain,	the	government	felt	uncomfortable	with	interning	large	numbers	of	their	new	“allies”	and	began	to	import	German	POWs	instead.		The	difficulties	of	transporting,	accommodating,	and	utilizing	the	manpower	within	the	constraints	of	security	policy	slowed	the	process	at	first,	but	eventually	the	first	permanent	camps	were	established	in	southern	of	England	in	1944.	The	Axis	POW	camps	in	Britain	grew	to	incarcerate	as	many	as	163,000	German	soldiers	by	early	1945.10	While	the	war	seemed	to	be	coming	to	a	close,	agricultural	shortages	showed	no	signs	of	slowing,	
																																																								8	Moore,	“Liabilities	into	Assets”:	122.		9	Ibid:	122.	This	exchange	is	also	detailed	in	NA	Minute	12,	CAB65/7,	3	July	1940:	192,	and	in	NA,	Foreign	Office	(FO),	G.W.	Lambert	of	the	War	Office’s	letter	to	the	Under-Secretary	of	State,	MAF47/54,	10	September	1940.		10	NA,	War	Cabinet	Records,	CAB/129/2,	Image	Reference	0002:	3.	It	is	worth	noting	that	of	those	163,000	German	POWs,	there	were	14,000	deemed	“unemployable”	by	the	British	government	for	their	so-called	“Ardent	Nazi	Status.”	
	 	 		 9	alarming	British	officials.	Minister	of	Agriculture	and	Fisheries	Robert	Hudson	wrote	in	May	of	1945	that	“the	deficiency	in	agricultural	manpower	cannot	be	met	other	than	by	the	employment	of	more	prisoner	labor.”11	This	massive	labor	shortage	kick-started	a	mammoth	prisoner	transfer,	moving	over	150,000	Germans	from	the	European	continent	to	Britain	for	employment	in	the	agriculture	industry,	to	offset	the	100,000	person	manpower	deficit.12	By	late	1945,	the	situation	had	become	so	desperate	that	George	Isaacs,	Minister	of	Labour	and	National	Service,	began	soliciting	the	United	States	and	the	Soviet	Union	for	manpower	from	their	camps	of	German	soldiers,	attempting	to	move	as	many	as	45,000	men	to	the	Isles.13		 In	addition	to	the	labor	shortages	rocking	Britain,	the	Allies	began	to	face	problems	in	the	failing	POW	camps	located	in	Continental	Europe	because	of	camp	overcapacity	and	rampant	disease.	In	various	memoranda	written	in	November	1944	and	February	1945,	Secretary	of	State	for	War	Sir	P.J.	Grigg	expressed	serious	concerns	that	the	current	POW	camps	could	no	longer	hold	the	necessary	number	of	prisoners,	while	maintaining	the	standards	outlined	in	the	Geneva	Convention.	He	noted	in	particular	the	high	threat	of	disease	in	the	camps,	specifically	pointing	out	prisoners	in	Belgian	camps	suffering	from	diphtheria.14	By	1946,	new	camps	were	established	in	the	north	of	England	and	German	POWs	in	Britain	numbered	well	over	350,000.	The	die	had	been	cast:	for	many	of	the	
																																																								11	NA,	War	Cabinet	Records,	CAB/66/65/54,	Image	Reference	0001:	1.	Minister	Hudson	further	stated	that	there	was	“no	prospect”	of	workers	coming	from	any	other	areas	of	the	British	Isles,	and	in	order	to	have	“any	reasonable	chance”	of	maintaining	food	production,	they	would	need	vastly	to	increase	the	number	of	German	POWs	in	Britain.		12	NA,	War	Cabinet	Records,	CAB/66/65/54,	Image	Reference	0001:	1.		13	NA,	War	Cabinet	Records,	CAB/128/2,	Image	Reference	0017:	8.		14	NA,	War	Cabinet	Records,	CAB/66/61/44,	Image	Reference	0001:	2.	Austerity	scales	for	prisoner	of	war	camps	put	maximum	occupancy	at	39,000,	but	Grigg	placed	current	capacity	as	high	as	56,700,	with	an	expected	45,000	needing	accommodation	within	the	next	few	months.		
	 	 		 10	German	soldiers	captured	during	the	Second	World	War,	their	destination	lay	across	the	narrow	channel	of	water,	in	Britain.		 It	is	at	this	point	that	the	figure	of	the	German	pastor,	with	unparalleled	access	to	over	350,000	POWs,	comes	into	play.		The	German	pastors	occupied	a	unique	niche	in	these	events,	as	they	possessed	the	ability	to	interact	with	many	different	communities,	both	British	and	German.	Mandated	by	both	the	British	government	and	the	international	convention	to	provide	religious	services	to	POWs,	the	pastors	of	this	period	had	an	opportunity	to	have	a	massive	impact	on	the	men	who	would	eventually	rebuild	Germany.	The	“pastors”	of	discussion	make	up	three	primary	groups,	and	were	all	Protestant,	and	mostly	Lutheran.	First,	the	“German	pastors,”	such	as	Julius	Rieger	and	Werner	Jentsch,	who	worked	most	directly	with	the	camps,	were	ethnically	German.	Most	were	born	in	Germany,	but	at	some	point	in	the	interwar	period	or	before	1939,	migrated	to	Britain.	Those	before	1933	were	viewed	as	“migrants”	by	the	British	government,	and	often	took	up	residency	as	part	of	a	system	of	pastoral	exchange.15	Those	who	arrived	after	the	rise	of	fascist	Germany	were	“refugees.”16	Their	Anglican	British	counterparts,	with	whom	they	had	strong	connections	dating	to	before	the	First	World	War,	aided	them	in	this	process.	They	not	only	able	to	settle	quickly	into	the	well-established	German	community,	which	had	become	more	insular	in	the	aftermath	of	the	First	World	War,	but	they	were	also	able	to	garner	support	from	powerful	Anglican	figures.	Finally,	the	German	pastors	and	British	
																																																								15	Revd.	Dr.	Ulrich	Lincoln,	the	current	pastor	of	the	Dietrich	Bonhoeffer	Church	in	London,	in	an	interview	with	the	author,	5	June	2015.		16	German	pastors	were	also	interned	in	these	camps,	albeit	at	smaller	numbers.	The	LMA	records	surrounding	this	issue	are	unclear	as	to	why	some	pastors	were	interned	while	others	were	not,	but	they	do	describe	other	pastors’	efforts	to	get	them	removed.	It	is	likely	that	the	later	German	pastor	connection	with	the	left-leaning	British	Council	of	Churches	helped	protect	many	of	them	from	internment.		
	 	 		 11	pastors	in	the	postwar	period	aimed	to	facilitate	the	visitation	and	migration	of	German	pastors	to	Britain	who	had	lived	in	Germany	throughout	the	war,	in	order	to	aid	in	the	repatriation	process.		Yet,	the	pastor	role	has	never	been	fully	understood	by	historians,	and	instead	is	often	relegated	to	a	footnote	in	which	“religious	instruction	given	to	prisoners”	is	noted	as	an	afterthought.	What	is	known	is	that	these	clergy	were	present	in	the	camps,	and	were	offered	access	to	POWs,	at	levels	greater	than	some	British	officials.	Instead	of	being	viewed	as	enemies	of	the	state,	like	many	of	their	German	migrant	and	refugee	counterparts,	the	German	pastors	were	offered	nearly	unrestricted	contact	with	some	of	Hitler’s	most	ardent	supporters.17	Released	for	public	viewing	in	the	last	ten	years,	the	writings	of	many	of	the	German	pastors	operating	in	these	camps	are	available	for	analysis	for	the	first	time.	What	did	the	German	pastors	hope	to	gain	by	helping	Hitler’s	Nazi	soldiers?	Was	there	more	to	their	motivations	than	compassion	and	pastoral	commitment?	And	could	their	involvement	have	a	real	impact	not	only	on	POWs,	but	also	on	both	British	and	international	views	of	the	German	state?	It	is	time	that	the	role	of	the	German	pastors,	as	confidants	and	activists	take	center	stage.	At	a	turning	point	in	European	and	international	history,	German	pastors	offer	a	window	into	larger	discussions	of	migration,	ethnicity,	rebuilding,	and	global	Christianity.	The	historical	work	done	on	the	POW	experience	in	Britain	is	copious	in	parts,	while	sparse	in	others.	Indeed,	most	of	the	relevant	scholarship	on	the	German	POW	experience	focuses	principally	on	the	relationship	between	captors	and	prisoners,	from	two	angles:																																																									17	As	noted	previously,	some	German	pastors	were	interned,	but	it	was	a	small	portion	of	the	overall	group.	This	issue	is	still	very	unclear,	and	had	time	allowed,	would	have	benefited	from	greater	research.		





	 	 		 13	and	later,	on	the	coming	Cold	War.	Both	British	authorities	and	German	pastors	recognized	that	these	POWs	presented	them	with	an	opportunity	to	influence	part	of	the	population	that	would	rebuild	Germany,	and	German	pastors	recognized	an	opportunity	to	attempt	to	transform	the	image	of	Germany	conveyed	to	Britain	and	the	world.		First,	I	argue	that	because	of	the	failure	of	British	efforts	to	reeducate	the	German	POWs	located	on	the	Isles,	German	pastors	took	up	the	mantle	of	reeducation.	Their	efforts	involved	a	holistic	program	of	reeducation,	including	employment,	intellectual	engagement,	and	the	forging	of	personal	connections	to	Germany.	By	participating	in	these	efforts,	German	pastors	sought	to	reeducate	German	POWs,	and	to	improve	the	image	of	the	German	citizen	worldwide,	particularly	as	the	war	came	to	a	close.	Second,	I	contend	that	the	pastors’	aid	to	POWs	in	their	transition	to	Germany	was	motivated	by	a	desire	to	evangelize	the	POWs	and	also	to	help	change	the	damaged	German	Protestant	Churches.	Because	the	West,	due	to	the	events	of	the	war,	called	the	ethical	reputation	of	German	churches	into	question,	pastors	sought	an	opportunity	to	show	how	Germans	could	contribute	to	the	global	movement	for	Christian	Reconstruction.20	As	Britain	failed	to	prepare	POWs	for	repatriation,	pastors	instead	helped	ready	POWs	for	their	reintegration	into	the	homeland.	Finally,	I	assert	that	the	POWs	remaining	in	the	camps	after	the	war	ended,	experienced	a	critical	moral	reckoning,	facilitated	and	monitored	by	the	German	pastors.	Some	members	of	the	British	populace	began	to	perceive	the	great	suffering	of	the	POWs,	and	protested	the	government’s	efforts	to	treat	them	as	second-class	citizens	with	restricted	opportunity	to	remain	in	Britain.	In	tandem,	German	pastors	began	to	try	and	“return	their	humanity”	to	the	POWs,	by	reconnecting	them	with	their	families	and	using																																																									20	Ibid:	19.		
	 	 		 14	them	to	examine	their	feelings	toward	their	captors.	The	German	pastors	were	then	able	to	expand	these	transcontinental	POW	connections	to	help	not	only	German	migrants	coming	to	Britain,	but	German-Jewish	refugees	as	well.	As	the	war	ended,	Germans	and	Britons	alike	were	compelled	to	assess	their	roles	in	the	coming	new	world	order.	Ultimately,	through	their	involvement	in	German	POW	affairs,	pastors	endeavored	to	create	a	transnational,	religious,	and	cultural	connection	between	Germany	and	Britain	that	would	be	vital	in	the	coming	Cold	War.			 			 			 		




















	 	 	24		 In	1942,	the	British	began	the	integration	of	German	POWs	in	mass	into	the	British	prison	system,	which	already	held	enemy	aliens	interned	at	the	beginning	of	the	war.41	Under	the	Prison	Act	of	1890	and	section	4	of	the	Prison	Act	Amendment	of	1911,	the	British	government	“with	respect	to	the	Management,	Good	Order,	and	Discipline	of	the	Isle	of	Man	Prison	and	to	the	Classification	and	Treatment	of	Prisoners”	guaranteed	certain	rights	to	POWs.42	The	prison	staff	regulated	the	facilities	in	many	areas,	including	enforcing	cleanliness,	inspecting	cells,	and	engaging	with	prisoners.43	The	prison	staff	enforced	the	standard	of	living,	and	visiting	justices	protected	POW	rights	by	traveling	to	the	prisons	to	hear	complaints	expressed	by	the	internees.	They	then	reported	that	information	to	the	various	commanders	of	the	camps.	Critically,	the	Government	also	mandated	that	all	prison	staff	be	legally	bound	to	report	accidents	and	all	complaints	to	the	camp	commandant,	the	senior	British	official	running	the	camp.44	The	camp	commandant	dealt	with	a	wide	span	of	issues	in	the	POW	system,	from	facilitating	reeducation	programs	to	dealing	with	simple	complaints	about	the	food.45		
																																																																																																																																																																																		Captors	were	not	required	to	compensate	POWs.	In	the	postwar	period	various	groups	raised	concerns	about	the	ethical	concerns	of	using	POWs	as	laborers.		41	There	is	a	large	literature	surrounding	the	internment	of	“enemy	aliens”	in	Britain	during	the	Second	World	War,	and	the	issue	of	enemy	aliens	will	not	be	discussed	here.	It	is	worth	noting,	however,	that	many	of	the	interned	“enemy	aliens”	were	actually	German	and	Austrian	Jewish	refugees	who	had	fled	before	the	Second	World	War	started.	The	Research	Center	for	German	and	Austrian	Exile	Studies,	“Totally	Un-English”?:	Britain’s	Internment	of	“Enemy	Aliens”	in	Two	World	
Wars	(2205)	describes	this	internment	period	at	length.		42	H.M	Prison,	Isle	of	Man.	Regulations	with	Respect	to	Management	etc.,	1929,	NA:	HO	215/245:1.		43	Ibid:	2.		44	Ibid.	45	Ibid:	9.	It	is	interesting	to	note	that	a	complaint	about	the	food	to	the	commandant	was	not	dismissed	or	even	mocked	by	the	British	staff.	Rather,	the	staff	addressed	and	remedied	even	a	complaint	on	this	small	scale,	and	the	British	commandant	spoke	to	the	head	cook	“that	very	same	day.”	The	quick	redress	of	complaints	shows	a	level	of	care	for	POW	welfare	that	seems	to	contrast	with	the	traditional	idea	of	the	treatment	towards	enemies	of	the	state.	Daniel	Hutchinson,	“’We	Are	the	Most	Fortunate	of	Prisoners:’	The	Axis	POW	Experience	at	Camp	Opelika	during	World	War	II”	(Alabama	Review	64.4	Oct	2011,	285),	states	that	“Nazi	Germany	and	the	Soviet	Union	treated	their	


















































































	 	 	61			 In	order	to	prepare	for	repatriation,	German	pastors	also	included	in	the	curriculum	educational	elements	of	a	more	practical	nature,	designed	to	help	prepare	POWs	for	a	return	to	a	very	different	Germany.	In	lectures	given	by	Padre	Pompe	from	Luebeck	on	request	from	the	YMCA,	POWs	were	forced	to	consider	issues	that	would	plague	the	German	populace	as	they	struggled	to	rebuild	the	German	state.	Pompe	created	lectures	titled,	“Relief	at	Work	in	Postwar	Germany,”	“What	is	Germany	Expecting	from	You?,”	What	Did	We	Learn	From	the	Last	War?,”	and	“What	Do	You	Intend	to	Do	in	the	Future?”43	These	lectures	found	“a	very	strong	interest,”	and	Pompe	acted	at	the	disposal	of	POWs,	who	were	encouraged	to	discuss	problems	with	him	of	a	private	or	general	interest.	POWs	from	eastern	Germany,	or	those	with	families	belonging	in	the	category	of	“refugees,”	such	as	those	from	newly-occupied	Soviet	territory,	were	invited	to	attend	smaller	discussion	sections	in	order	to	help	prepare	them	for	that	new	reality.	German	pastors,	while	highly	focused	on	evangelizing	the	POWs,	still	made	sure	that	pragmatic	considerations	were	taken	for	the	POWs	in	order	to	help	prepare	them	to	be	productive	members	of	German	society.44			 The	response	to	the	transition	camps,	particularly	those	for	the	younger	POWs,	was	fairly	positive.	Director	John	Barwick	of	the	War	Prisoners’	Aid	for	Great	Britain	stated	that	he	“had	heard	quite	a	lot	about	the	importance	of	this	Youth	camp,”	and	that	he	“was	not	disappointed	in	his	expectations,”	upon	visiting	from	July	16	to	18	in	1947.45	Barwick	remarked	that	while	the	POWs	did	not	voluntarily	come	to	the	camp,	“the	astonishing																																																																																																																																																																																				43	LMA/4288/D/04/032:	8.		44	Ibid:	8.		45	LMA/4288/D/04/028:	69.	The	War	Prisoners’	Aid	for	Great	Britain	was	part	of	the	YMCA,	and	John	Barwick	would	later	serve	as	secretary	for	the	War	Prisoners’	Aid	fund.		












































	 	 	77		ascertain	exactly	which	fields	the	POWs	were	allowed	to	work	in,	the	British	authorities	transferred	responsibility	to	the	Board	of	Trade,	who	actually	gave	out	a	license	for	work	inside	Britain.18			 The	license	for	work	inside	of	Britain	also	varied	greatly	depending	on	whether	the	POWs	were	contracted	out	to	private	individuals.	Only	the	Ministry	of	Labour	had	the	right	to	contract	out	labor	to	private	individuals,	entities,	and	companies,	often	to	work	for	firms	in	agricultural	or	industrial	production.	If	the	POWs	worked	through	a	public	company	that	received	funds	from	the	British	government,	their	employment	could	be	terminated	if	the	government	deemed	the	company	“unsuccessful”	or	“unnecessary.”	If	the	company	was	terminated,	POWs	had	no	guarantee	of	receiving	another	job,	and	could	instead	be	trapped	in	limbo,	unable	to	leave,	but	also	unable	to	find	employment	in	Britain.	The	labor	contracts	that	POWs	signed	also	were	subject	to	review	each	year,	in	order	to	deem	the	industries	in	which	they	worked	as	“luxury”	or	“non-essential”	industries.	If	the	industry	was	deemed	“luxury”	or	“non	essential,”	the	British	government	reserved	the	right	to	deem	those	industries	“a	charge	on	public	funds,”	and	to	force	the	POW	to	seek	another	form	of	employment.19	The	muddled	bureaucratic	system	not	only	discouraged	POWs	from	remaining,	but	kept	those	who	wanted	to	stay	trapped	in	low	paying	jobs,	where	working	conditions	were	largely	unmonitored	and	unregulated.	POWs	also	never	truly	transitioned	out	of	their	“prisoner	of	war”	status,	with	the	term	“POW”	used	to	describe	them	through	the	mid-1950s.	While	the	war	was	over,	their	status	was	unchanged;	German	POWs	were	forced	to	live	and	work	as	prisoners,	without	ever	fully	entering	the	employment	world	of																																																																																																																																																																																			authorities	simultaneously	worked	to	return	POWs	to	Germany.	See	Weber-Newth	and	Steinert,	
German	Migrants	in	Post-war	Britain:	23-50.					18	NA,	HO	213/500,	13	June	1945:	2.		19	Ibid:	2.	















	 	 	83		with	over	half	a	million	POWs	remaining	in	the	United	Kingdom.		The	implications	of	using	German	POWs	as	forced	labor	for	the	rebuilding	of	economies	even	led	to	POWs	being	contracted	out	to	the	United	States	and	France	as	repatriations	labor,	whose	value	should	be	credited	to	their	account.32	While	people	like	Barbour	argued	that	the	POWs	were	better	off	in	Britain	than	in	Germany,	supporters	of	POW	rights	argued	that	Britain	needed	volunteers	who	could	benefit	from	the	standard	of	living	offered	in	Britain,	and	not	those	who	had	no	choice	in	the	matter33.	Former	Labour	Member	of	Parliament	Noel-Baker	wrote,	“now	[we	are]	forcing	to	make	special	expiation	of	Germany’s	guilt.”34		 However,	a	conflicting	line	of	argumentation	stated	that	the	Soviets’	substandard	treatment	of	POWs	allowed	Britain	to	lower	POW	wages	and	living	conditions	in	the	postwar	period.	Citing	the	USSR’s	status	as	an	ally,	British	officials	asserted	that	they	only	had	to	maintain	the	standard	of	POW	care	provided	by	other	Allied	nations.	This	line	of	argumentation	was	widely	rejected	by	supporters	of	German	POWs,	who	vehemently	scorned	using	comparative	morality	to	absolve	the	British	government	of	protection	of	POW	rights.35	Noel-Baker	wrote	that	“the	dinginess	of	the	neighbour’s	washing	does	not,	however,	absolve	us	from	looking	to	our	own,”	after	news	broke	that	the	Soviet	Union	had	released	over	two	million	Germans	with	no	notification	of	their	families	nor	transportation	home.	Noel-Baker	argued	that	the	British	government	forced	POWs,	who	either	wished	to																																																									32	Ibid.		33	Ibid.		34	Noel-Baker	was	a	British	politician,	diplomat,	academic,	and	renowned	campaigner	for	disarmament.	At	the	period	when	he	wrote	this	editorial,	Noel-Baker	was	a	former	Labour	Member	of	Parliament,	who	would	rise	to	the	position	of	Secretary	of	State	for	Commonwealth	Relations,	which	he	would	hold	from	October	7th,	1947	to	February	28th,	1950.	He	is	the	only	person	to	have	received	both	a	Nobel	Prize	and	an	Olympic	Medal	(silver	in	the	1500	m).	Noel-Baker	also	wrote	frequently	to	the	Manchester	Guardian	regarding	disarmament,	nuclear	deterrence,	and	reunification.		35	Manchester	Guardian,	16	August	1946.	
	 	 	84		remain	in	Britain	or	were	on	the	waiting	list	for	repatriation,	to	work	“with	no	stated	time	limit”	and	they	could	only	be	repatriated	to	Germany	if	they	became	physically	ill.36	While	acknowledging	that	agricultural	and	housing	developments	were	absolutely	necessary,	men	like	Noel-Baker	wondered	if	“a	German	held	here	in	captivity	would	work	with	the	same	will	as	one	who	tills	the	home	land	for	the	livelihood	of	his	own	dependents?”37	Furthermore,	in	an	editorial	written	on	February	17th,	1945,	Vernon	Bartlett,	J.C.	Flügel,	Hans	Gottfurcht,	C.E.M.	Joad,	Michael	Redgrave	and	Olaf	Stapledon	raised	the	concern	that	“under	the	present	official	policy	most	of	[the	POWs]	seem	to	be	barred	from	access	to	outside	influences	which	might	help	them	discard	their	Nazi	ideas.”38	The	writers	continued	that	in	the	name	of	increased	socialization,	“the	organizations	of	political	and	trade	union	refugees	have	repeatedly	offered	their	assistance	in	the	matter…and	we	feel	that	their	assistance	should	be	welcomed	and	encouraged	in	every	way.”	While	many	expressed	valid	concerns	in	the	postwar	treatment	of	POWs,	it	is	clear	that	Bartlett,	Flügel,	Gottfurcht,	Joad,	Redgrave,	and	Stapledon,	were	unaware	of	the	efforts	of	German	pastors	in	matters	of	socialization	and	denazification,	who	had	been	working	towards	many	of	the	described	goals	of	“socialization.”	In	Postwar:	A	History	of	Europe	Since	1945,	Tony	Judt	
																																																								36	Ibid.	Judt,	Postwar:	23-26.	The	Soviets	also	executed	many	of	their	German	prisoners,	or	left	them	in	horrific	prisons	where	POWs	would	die	of	starvation,	dehydration,	torture	and	disease.	37	Noel-Baker,	“Letter	to	the	Editor:	British	Treatment	of	POWs,”	Manchester	Guardian,	March	1946.		38	Vernon	Bartlett,	English	journalist,	Member	of	Parliament	and	Independent	Progressive;	J.C.	Flügel,	British	experimental	psychologist;	Hans	Gottfurcht,	German	and	international	trade	union	official	and	founder	of	the	National	Group	of	German	Trade	Unionists	in	Britain;	C.E.M.	Joad,	English	philosopher	and	broadcasting	personality;	Michael	Redgrave,	English	stage	and	film	actor,	director,	and	author;	and	Olaf	Stapledon,	British	philosopher	and	author	of	science	fiction,	The	Times,	17	February	1945.	
	 	 	85		argues	that	the	importance	of	denazification	did	not	escape	the	British,	but	did	have	“a	greater	skepticism	and	fewer	resources	[than	the	Americans].”39		 In	response	to	many	of	these	queries	about	the	treatment	of	German	POWs,	the	
Manchester	Guardian	ran	a	piece	from	their	Special	Correspondent	concerning	the	treatment	of	POWs	in	May	of	1947.	The	Special	Correspondent	wrote	that	while	the	German	Section	of	the	Foreign	Office,	the	point	of	contact	that	organized	a	visit	to	an	unnamed	POW	camp,	was	short	on	staff	and	money,	the	“spirit	of	political	enterprise”	was	strong	in	the	camps.	He	described	camps	with	plentiful	books,	monthly	digests,	lecture	series,	tools	for	free	discussion	and	self-education,	and	an	“exceptionally	happy	atmosphere,”	with	a	“more	than	cordial	relationship”	between	the	British	and	Germans.40	While	this	picture	seemed	to	be	exceptionally	rosy,	it	is	interesting	that	the	only	mention	of	the	work	of	German	pastors	came	briefly	at	the	end	of	the	piece:	“one	becomes	increasingly	aware	of	the	importance	of	the	personal	factor	in	political	and	religious	education,”	a	seeming	nod	to	the	work	of	German	pastors	in	both	reeducation	and	evangelizing	works,	who	remained	largely	invisible	to	much	of	the	British	population.	The	visit	by	the	Special	Correspondent	was	likely	heavily-controlled	by	the	British	authorities,	but	evidence	from	the	pastors,	as	presented	above,	confirms	that	description	of	the	lectures,	books,	and	atmosphere	of	reeducation	reflect	the	evidence	of	the	article.41			However,	accounts	diverge	in	further	analyses	of	the	ways	in	which	German	POWs	received	reeducation	tactics.	While	results	seemed	to	be	somewhat	“positive”	based	on	the	pastors’	accounts,	it	seems	to	have	been	a	stretch	for	the	Special	Correspondent	to	write																																																									39	Judt,	Postwar:	56.		40	Manchester	Guardian,	22	May	1947.		41	See	chapter	“Camps	Without	Walls”	for	more	information	of	the	reeducation	program	implemented	by	the	pastors.		




	 	 	88		to	Germany	voluntary	workers	for	several	months.”48	Pastor	Dr.	Kurt	August	Julius	Thuda,	who	worked	in	Hope-Eickel	inside	of	the	British	occupation	zone	in	Germany	arrived	in	England	in	later	1948	with	Martin	Boeckhelor,	of	Stuttgart,	a	city	under	the	US	zone	of	occupation.	Both	Boeckhelor	and	Thuda	were	in	England	before	the	war	and	agreed	to	come	for	a	limited	period	in	order	not	only	to	perform	ministering	to	POWs,	but	also	to	help	to	reconnect	POWs	with	their	German	families,	who	had	been	searching	for	them	since	the	end	of	the	war	in	1945.	In	a	letter	to	Rev.	Dakin,	who	was	assistant	general	secretary	to	Reverend	L.W.	Harland	of	Christian	Reconstruction	in	Europe,	he	thanked	Dr.	Julius	Rieger,	for	his	“spiritual	duties	amongst	German	workers	in	this	country.”49	Dr.	Rieger	would	gain	a	powerful	reputation	for	reuniting	families	in	the	late	1940s,	because	his	constant	travel	between	Britain	and	Germany	allowed	him	to	become	intimately	familiar	with	both	populations,	particularly	those	with	strong	ecclesiastical	ties.				 A	letter	written	February	9,	1946	to	Herr	Amtsbruder	from	St.	Andrews’s	Presbyterian	Church,	which	sponsored	large	numbers	of	POWs,	began	by	discussing	the	huge	financial	opportunities	to	work	in	England,	while	acknowledging	the	serious	obstacles	keeping	POWs	in	Britain.50	The	Presbyterian	Church’s	letter	stated	that	many	POWs	had	no	news	of	their	family,	and	the	Church	itself	had	been	getting	requests	for	information	concerning	family	members	interned	in	Britain.51	The	information	provided	to	Amtsbruder	was	very	specific,	and	included	people	from	many	different	parts	of	Germany.	For	instance,	“Frau	Martel	Loick”	of	Berlin	was	looking	for	her	husband	Rudi	Loick;	the	Heinz-Michalsky	
																																																								48	LMA/4288/A/04/008:	48.		49	Ibid:	49.		50	Amtsbruder	worked	on	behalf	of	the	Dietrich	Bonhoeffer	Kirche	in	London.	51	LMA/4288/D/04/026:	20.	This	text	read,	“es	handelt	sich	um	einige	Kriegsgefangene	hier,	die	keinerlei	Nachricht	von	ihren	Angehörigen,	die	in	Berlin	lebten,	haben.”	
	 	 	89		family	was	looking	for	their	son	Hermann;	and	Christian	Friedrich	was	looking	for	his	brother	Mark.	The	Church	requested	that	when	Amtsbruder	had	some	information	about	the	POWs	and	their	locations,	that	he	deliver	this	information	to	a	church	employee	who	would	convey	it	accordingly.52		 Often,	the	pastors	themselves	were	responsible	for	delivering	messages	from	POWs	to	their	families	in	Germany.	For	instance,	Pastor	Heinrich	Grüber	announced	his	upcoming	trip	to	Germany	in	February	of	1946,	and	alerted	churches	that	he	would	take	messages	to	relatives	on	that	particular	journey.53	The	messages	were	often	very	personal	and	very	specific;	one	even	included	a	hand	drawn	map	from	a	POW	of	the	exact	location	to	which	the	letter	should	be	delivered.	From	1948	until	late	1952,	one	of	the	primary	tasks	of	the	pastors	was	to	act	as	couriers,	bringing	information	and	messages	from	family	members	in	Germany	to	the	POWs	who	decided	to	stay	in	Britain	either	for	employment,	or	because	their	repatriation	had	not	yet	been	approved.	Frau	Lieschen	and	her	children	wrote	to	her	POW	husband,	Alfred	Butsch	of	Ashley	Road,	Tottenham	Hale	in	London,	to	say	that	though	their	house	was	totally	destroyed	and	they	had	few	material	possessions,	God	had	not	forsaken	them,	and	they	hoped	to	be	reunited	with	him	in	Britain	as	soon	as	possible.54		 As	the	work	of	the	pastors	spread	throughout	Germany	and	Britain,	news	of	their	services	spread	as	well,	and	even	families	who	were	not	searching	for	POWs	per	se,	began	to	use	the	networks	created	by	pastors	in	order	to	search	for	their	missing	family	members.	In	a	letter	to	Pastor	Grueber	of	the	Church	of	England	Committee	at	Bloomsbury	House,																																																									52	Ibid:	20.	The	information	is	very	specific	and	included	the	street	address	of	every	individual	listed.	For	instance,	“Frau	Martel	Loick”	of	Berlin,	could	be	located	at	N.W.	7	Albrechstraße	22.	The	pages	of	families	searching	for	information	went	across	almost	ten	pages,	easily	numbering	over	one	hundred	families	in	one	file	alone.			53	Ibid:	27.		54	Ibid:	59.		
	 	 	90		Marie	Rausch	von	Trauenberg	of	Swansea	wrote	that	upon	a	visit	to	Berlin,	she	discovered	that	her	parents	had	disappeared,	and	she	hoped	that	they	had	perhaps	fled	to	Britain	to	stay	with	cousins,	and	she	requested	Pastor	Grueber’s	help	in	locating	them.55	In	1946,	Mrs.	E.	Wassermann	wrote	to	the	British	Council	of	Churches	in	the	hopes	that	they	could	give	a	letter	to	her	friend	located	in	Berlin.	Reverend	E.	Burlingham,	wrote	in	late	February	to	his	counterpart	in	Britain	to	say	that	he	hoped	that	the	pastor	had	“any	means	of	helping	Mrs.	Wassermann	with	the	information	she	so	sadly	needs,”	and	had	received	the	letter.56		 In	the	1945	aftermath	of	the	release	of	information	about	the	extermination	of	the	Jews,	German	pastors	began	to	take	an	especially	active	role	in	reuniting	German	Jews	with	their	family	members	who	had	fled	to	England	before	the	war.57	For	instance,	Marie	Blass	of	Dahlem,	Berlin	wrote	to	Heroert	Whel	that	her	husband	had	been	killed	when	the	Gestapo	took	him	in	in	August	of	1944.58	She	and	her	daughter	were	forced	into	the	concentration	camp	Ravensbrück,	while	her	son	was	separated	from	them	and	placed	in	Buchenwald.	She	wrote	that	while	they	had	miraculously	all	survived,	they	were	in	desperate	hope	to	reconnect	with	family	and	friends	in	Britain.59	At	this	point,	German	pastors	began	expanding	their	network	of	contacts	in	order	to	aid	not	only	German	POWs	and	German	migrants,	but	also	those	of	Jewish	descent.	This	is	a	break	from	much	of	their	earlier	work,	which	focused	only	on	German	POWs	and	migrants,	because	the	pastors	created	a	committee	distinction	between	the	German	POWs	and	the	Jews,	in	order	to	more																																																									55	Ibid,	14	February	1946:	50.	56	Ibid,	27	February	1946:	55.	57	Judt,	Postwar,	54.	The	investigations	and	trials	from	1945-1948	(both	the	UN	War	Crimes	Commission	and	the	Nuremberg	Trials)	“put	an	extraordinary	amount	of	documentation	and	testimony	on	record	(notably	concerning	the	German	project	to	exterminate	Europe’s	Jews),	at	the	very	moment	when	Germans…were	most	disposed	to	forget	as	fast	as	they	could.”		58	Heroert	Whel	was	a	pastor	that	worked	in	conjunction	with	the	Dietrich	Bonhoeffer	Kirche.		59	LMA/4288/D/04/026:	58.		
	 	 	91		effectively	help	both	groups.	It	is	unclear	what	exactly	prompted	the	German	pastors	to	take	such	an	active	role	in	the	plight	of	the	German	Jews,	but	it	may	have	stemmed	not	only	from	guilty	consciences	about	the	role	of	Christian	churches	turning	a	blind	eye	to	the	plight	of	the	Jews,	but	also	from	the	strong	networks,	of	both	pastors	and	physical	locations	of	refuge	in	Germany	and	Britain,	built	up	in	support	of	the	German	POWs.	The	Dietrich	Bonhoeffer	Kirche	helped	set	up	a	Jewish	Refugee	Committee	in	April	1946,	where	Jewish	refugees	could	come	and	request	information	about	their	family	and	friends	in	Germany,	and	pastors	during	their	trips	would	make	enquiries	on	their	behalf.60	At	a	time	when	most	of	Germany	was	striving	to	forget	about	the	actions	of	the	Nazis	and	the	extermination	of	the	Jews,	German	pastors	instead	got	more	involved	in	the	plight	of	Jewish	suffering.	This	reflected	their	strong	connections	to	more	liberal,	Labor	and	Left	optimism	about	how	to	approach	the	postwar	period:	the	pastors	hoped	to	bring	forgiveness	to	the	postwar	period,	not	further	punishment.61		 From	1948	to	1952,	German	pastors	acted	as	couriers	between	POWs	and	their	families	abroad,	reestablishing	a	connection	lost	during	the	war.	That	connection	would	be	critical	as	POWs	decided	to	remain	in	Britain,	with	many	of	their	families	eventually	joining	them	in	the	postwar	period.	The	dislocation	experienced	by	many	groups	during	this	period,	including	German-Jewish	refugees,	was	somewhat	eased	by	German	pastors	carrying	messages	and	taking	part	in	the	massive	movement	to	reconnect	families	after	the																																																									60	Ibid:	90.	The	files	contain	huge	numbers	of	charts	that	show	the	sender	on	one	side,	and	the	person	they	wanted	to	contact	on	the	other.	The	files	included	a	mix	of	POWs	who	wanted	to	locate	family	and	also	German-Jewish	refugees.	For	example,	Günther	Stallner,	GEF-NR	B.	556600	located	in	174	Norton-Camp,	Cuckney	nr.	Mansfield	Notts,	written	to	Fritz	Stallner	Krakow	amSee/Mecklenbg.	Ziegelburch	13	or	Willi	Stallner	Berlin-Charlottenbg	Knesebeck	68/69.	Also	Lothar	Kalleberg	GEF-NR	B110688	174	Norton	Camp,	same	address	to	Willi	Kalleberg	15	Erfurt	Gartenstr	442,	Gehrard	Last	B.	39454	to	Otto	Last	in	Berlin	n.	20	Soldierstr.	61	Faulk,	Group	Captives:	16.		
	 	 	92		war.	With	their	efforts,	German	pastors	were	able	to	take	their	POW	networks	a	step	further,	and	begin	impacting	not	only	German	migrants,	but	Jewish	refugees	as	well.	In	this	way,	German	pastor	influence	now	began	to	expand	from	dealing	specifically	with	POWs,	to	feed	into	other	areas	of	postwar	migration.		
POW	Reactions	to	Staying	in	Britain	Postwar		 Through	interviews	with	German	POWs	and	personal	journals	kept	by	pastors,	it	is	possible	to	get	a	much	more	unfiltered	look	at	the	true	reactions	of	POWs	to	their	experience	in	Britain.	In	many	interviews	that	were	given	to	British	officials	or	newspapers,	the	POWs	expressed	happiness	with	their	experiences,	but	this	information	cannot	be	taken	literally,	given	that	British	officials	largely	dictated	how	their	internment	would	go,	and	the	interviewers	had	a	clear	relationship	with	these	officials.	Pastor	Werner	Jentsch	of	Waldeck	wrote	that	while	there	was	important	work	that	needed	to	be	done	both	by	POWs	and	by	British	citizens,	the	work	that	POWs	were	doing	involved	a	great	deal	of	contact	with	British	society,	and	the	POWs	“[were]	going	through	all	the	pains	and	contractions	of	trying	to	adjust	to	a	new	life.”62	He	argued	that	the	interests	and	issues	of	POWs,	in	addition	to	their	role	as	forced	laborers,	must	be	taken	into	consideration	when	linking	organizations	to	them.	As	the	representative	of	the	German	YMCA	in	Britain,	and	director	of	the	Religious	Department	for	War	Recovery,	he	expressed	particular	concern	for	the	POW’s	ability	to	get	better	jobs	after	the	experience,	and	throughout	Jentsch’s	camp	visitations,	he	wrote	that	he	had	seen	not	only	religious	introversion,	but	resignation,	and	skepticism.63	While	the	German-British	relationship	had	“improved	because	of	the	POW	experience,”	he																																																									62	Ibid:	2.	This	statement	applied	to	German	veterans	at	large.		63	Ibid:	3.	The	German	quotation:	“resignation,	Skepsis,	verletztes	Geschtigkeitsempfinden,	religiöse	Introversion,	Kompetenzstreitigkeiten	und	Gersiztheiten	waren	die	Folge	der	tragisch	langen	Dauer	des	Gefangenendassins	(prison	assassination).”	
	 	 	93		stated	in	May	1947	that	there	were	no	words	to	describe	the	potential	negative	impact	of	the	experience	on	the	POWs.		 Because	of	his	concerns	about	the	mental	health	of	the	POWs,	Pastor	Jentsch	developed	a	psychological	survey	used	to	assess	various	different	“types”	of	personalities	and	to	examine	ways	in	which	the	POWs	were	reacting	to	the	internment	experience,	and	particularly	their	remaining	in	Britain.	He	was	given	authorization	to	complete	this	survey	because	of	his	status	as	the	official	German	head	of	the	YMCA	in	Britain,	and	the	YMCA’s	concerns	over	POW	reaction	to	either	repatriation,	or	deciding	to	remain	in	Britain.	Jentsch’s	work	largely	took	place	in	1947	and	1948	during	which	time	the	majority	of	POWs	were	beginning	to	leave	Britain,	and	thus	cannot	be	used	with	any	degree	of	accuracy	as	a	psychological	profile	of	the	POWs	at	large,	since	Jentsch	dealt	with	such	a	small	number	of	POWs.	However,	the	statements	made	by	various	POWs	offer	a	unique	window	into	their	experiences.	Jentsch’s	findings	revealed	that	a	great	many	found	“thinking	about	the	past	[led]	to	the	experience	of	guilt…[and	many	had]	‘the	problem	of	destiny’.”		Jentsch	described	the	“problem	of	destiny”	as	a	feeling	of	intense	confusion	and	distress	when	thinking	about	the	future;	many	POWs	possessed	strong	survivor’s	guilt,	coupled	with	feelings	of	homesickness.64	An	unnamed	POW	wrote	in	his	survey	in	May	1947	that	he	“could	not	sleep	for	[he]	was	continuously	at	home	with	[his]	beloved	ones	in	[his]	thoughts”,	and	another	described	with	great	detail	his	father	speaking	to	him	at	home	around	the	smoking	table.	POW	“16”	worried	about	the	economic	welfare	of	his	relatives	because	of	the	food	shortages	in	Germany,	and	the	fear	of	starting	a	vocation	from	scratch,																																																									64	Ibid,	May	1947:	40.		









	 	 	99			 Walter	Ulbricht,	leading	figure	of	the	Communist	Party	of	Germany	and	the	East	German	head	of	State	from	September	12th	1960	to	August	1st	1973,	said	of	the	formation	of	the	German	Democratic	Republic	(GDR):	“Something	new	has	happened:	for	the	first	time	in	German	history	our	fatherland	is	guided	by	a	plan	that	considers	only	the	needs	of	the	people,	and	aims	at	building	prosperity	and	reconstructing	of	our	fatherland.”	However,	for	the	West,	the	rise	of	the	Soviet	Union	and	the	solidification	of	the	division	of	Germany	was	not	the	future	intended	or	desired.	Instead,	communist	appeal	was	growing	amongst	not	only	Germany’s	disillusioned	youth	in	the	late	1940s,	but	throughout	East-Central	Europe,	and	the	postwar	world	seemed	even	more	uncertain.1	In	the	postwar,	bipolar	world,	the	German	Protestants	tried	to	form	a	united	front	against	communism,	and	from	1945	to	1958,	worked	against	the	harsh	treatment	of	refugees	and	denazification	policies.2	Fearing	that	collective	guilt	only	strengthened	communist	appeals,	the	German	churches,	including	German	Catholics,	sold	themselves	to	the	West	as	an	“alternative	way”	against	communism.3	The	Allies’	belief	in	the	success	of	an	“alternative	way”	translated	into	support	for	“good	Germans,”	like	those	in	the	German	Democratic	Union,	which	would	become	a	powerful	force	in	postwar	Germany.		However,	eventually	German	Protestant	leaders	would	lose	favor	with	their	Western	Allies,	because	of	the	Protestants	continued	push	for	a	unified	Germany	from	1945-1950.	A	division	would	leave	over	80	percent	of	Protestant	parishioners	behind	Soviet	and	East	German	lines,	terrifying	German	Protestant	pastors	in	both	East	and	West																																																									1	David	S.	Mason,	Revolution	in	East-Central	Europe:	the	Rise	and	Fall	of	Communism	and	the	Cold	
War,	Boulder:	Westview	Press,	1992.		2	Wyneken,	Religion	and	the	Cold	War:	18.		3	Ibid:	19.		
	 	 	100		Germany.4	However,	German	Catholics,	who	did	not	speak	out	on	division	and	rearmament,	appeared	to	be	more	attractive	allies	for	Britain	and	the	United	States.	Because	of	this	schism,	German	Protestants	began	to	find	themselves	on	the	outs	with	their	Western	Allied	backers,	and	that	careful	niche	of	influence	that	the	German	pastors	worked	so	hard	to	create	in	Britain,	began	to	disappear.	The	West	needed	an	ally	that	supported	the	partition	of	Germany,	and	therefore,	the	British	and	Americans	were	far	more	comfortable	with	a	supportive	Catholic	hierarchy,	even	though	throughout	most	of	the	1940s	and	1950s,	it	would	actively	ignore	its	complicit	Nazi	past.5	Tossed	away	by	their	British	allies	in	favor	of	Konrad	Adenauer	and	the	West	German	State,	German	Protestant	pastors	saw	their	political	gains	disappear.6	However,	for	men	like	Martin	Niemöller,	the	anti-Nazi	theologian,	Lutheran,	and	the	President	of	the	World	Council	of	Churches	as	of	1961,	the	mission	to	rebuild	Europe	required	continued	Protestant	efforts.	He	believed	that	only	through	Protestant	good	works	could	communism	be	defeated,	and	Germany	come	to	terms	with	its	Nazi	past.7	Only	under	the	guidance	of	Protestant	men	like	Niemöller,	Jentsch,	and	Rieger,	could	East	and	West	Germany	be	reintegrated,	and	move	forward	in	the	postwar	world.	While	their	political	relationship	with	the	West	may	have	lost	some	of	its	power,	the	German	pastors’	work	with	the	POWs	left	a	lasting	impact	on	the	climate	of	the	communities	in	both	Britain	and	Germany.	Through	the	German	POWs,	the	German	pastors	were	able	to	maximize	their	impact	on	German	Protestantism,	postwar	rebuilding	efforts,																																																									4	Ibid:	20.		5	Ericksen,	Complicity	in	the	Holocaust,	94-139	6	Wyneken,	Religion	and	the	Cold	War:	19.		7	Hans	Karl	Rupp,	“Martin	Niemöller,”	in	The	World	Encyclopedia	of	Peace,	edited	by	Linus	Pauling	and	Ervin	László,	Volume	2,	Oxford:	Pergamon,	1986:	45-46.		
	 	 	101		and	Western	perceptions	of	Germany.	They	not	only	reunited	families	and	assessed	the	state	of	the	POW	psyche,	but	also	offered	both	Germans	and	Britons	an	opportunity	for	rebuilt	linkages.	What	had	once	been	a	thriving	connection	between	two	historically	associated	nations	had	been	brutally	maimed	by	two	vicious	wars,	and	German	pastors	stepped	into	this	arena	in	order	to	help	reestablish	the	link	between	them.	This	link	not	only	existed	across	religious	channels,	but	also	migratory	channels,	which	would	become	critical	in	the	massive	ways	of	postwar	movement.	At	a	turning	point	in	European	and	international	history,	German	pastors	offer	a	window	into	larger	discussions	of	migration,	ethnicity,	rebuilding,	and	global	Christianity.	These	actions	were	undertaken	under	the	umbrella	of	the	end	of	the	Second	World	War,	and	the	onset	of	the	Cold	War.	Both	British	authorities	and	German	pastors	recognized	that	these	POWs	presented	them	with	an	opportunity	to	impact	a	part	of	the	German	population	that	would	rebuild	Germany,	and	for	German	pastors,	the	opportunity	to	assist	in	influencing	the	transformation	of	the	image	of	Germany	in	Britain	and	the	world.	By	examining	the	German	pastors	as	a	window	into	the	experience	of	captive	German	soldiers	in	Britain,	much	has	come	to	light	about	the	many	roles	of	these	men.	Motivated	by	political	and	religious	concerns,	the	German	pastors	shepherded	a	new	flock	of	the	German	POWs	in	the	hopes	of	restoring	POW	humanity,	while	also	creating	a	place	for	themselves	in	larger	conversations	about	the	rebuilding	of	Germany	and	its	Christian	faith.				 Had	time	allowed,	this	thesis	would	have	gone	into	greater	detail	about	the	establishment	of	international	and	national	church	organizations	such	as	the	WCC	and	the	BCC,	and	the	impact	of	the	German	pastors	upon	those	networks.	Further	research	would	
	 	 	102		also	have	explored	the	migratory	patterns	of	the	1950s	and	the	role	of	German	pastors	and	POWs	in	facilitating	and	influencing	that	process.	
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